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Applicant's representative held an interview with Examiner Isla-Rodas on or about 
April 1 1 , 2007. Applicant's representative would like to thank Examiner Isla-Rodas for his 
time and attention to this matter. 

Applicant's representative pointed out that claims 50 and 52 were not included in 
the list of allowed claims on page 1 2 of paper no. 20061 206 while reasons for allowance of 
each claim were presented on pages 12-13 of paper no. 20061206. The Examiner agreed 
and stated claims 50 and 52 are allowed and should have been included in the list of 
allowed claims on page 12 of paper no. 20061206. 
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Applicant's representative further pointed out that dependent claim 55, which 
depends from independent claim 31 , was rejected as being anticipated while independent 
31 was rejected as being obvious. Applicant's representative pointed out this was 
inconsistent and the Examiner agreed stating the rejection of claim 55 should have been 
included with the list of claims rejected as being obvious on page 4 of paper no. 20061206. 

Applicant's representative additionally pointed out that "item A projection" at the 
beginning of the third line from the bottom of page 3 (of paper no. 20061206) was 
meaningless. The Examiner agreed and stated "12)." should be added after "item" to 
correctly read item 121 A projection . ... 

Applicant's representative is greatly appreciative of Examiner Isla-Rodas's 
consideration of this matter. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: 



By: 



D. Brent Kenady 
Reg. No. 40,045 
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